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IN THE NATURE OF A COMPLAINT, PETITION, AND CLAIM 

UNDER THE AUTHORITY OF 26 U.S.C. f 7433 



I 
INTRODUCTION 

This Court lias stHaject matter jurisdiction t>ursuant to 26 U.S.C. §7433, and by virtue 

of sufficient pleadings ciearty setting forth tfie right, title and claim of the plaintfff(s)v 

Bruce R Travis, Elise S Travis, Pfaintiff, is/are (a) Citizen(s) of Hawaii, a "StjEite in this 

Unioni" (Art. IV § 4, United States Constitution), and i&'are 

personnel of, the United States of America, (Art. II, United States Cortstibitlon). 

Defendant through principals, officers, agents, rogue agentej and/or employees of the 

Internal Revenue Service, in connection with thecolleotion of Federal tax beginning with 

*tax year" 1996 recitlessly, intentionally or by reason of negligence disregarded and 



contnrtue to disregard provisions of Title 2^ljlnited States 
promulgated thereunder as set forth 



neither employed by, nor 
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Code and the regulations 



26 U.S.C. §7433 Complaint 



^ 



.:■ -r y- -t .■ : ^^iJiLaKrw^K-ciir 
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n 

JURTSDICTIOW AMD VENUE 

2> This court is empowered with subject matter jurisdiction to ^valuate the pleadings of 
plalntrff(s) under infomial, relaxed and less restrictive guidelines than ordinariV affords 
litigants In district courts of the United States, especially firo |se litigants. Se^ Haines 
V. Ker ner. 404 U.S. 519, 92 S. Ct. 594, 30 L. Ed. 2d 652 

3. This court cannot be deprived of subject matt^ jurisdictidii because this action is 
procedurally proper, places substantive fact issues before this Court via affidavit, and 
is brought to recover damages from Defendant because Defendant through princ^als, 
officers, agents, rogue agents and/or employees of the Internal Revenue Service, in 
connection with the collection of Federal tax recklessly, mfemtionally or by reason of 
negligence disregarded and continue to disregard provision^ of Title 26 Uniljed States 
Code and the regutetions promulgated thereund^; 

4. Venue is proper in the district Court of the United States. 
Distria of Columbia, the Seat of Government, {4 USC § 71 , 

5. Pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6), FEO-R .Civ. P. , Plain tlff(s) herein €tate(s) claims ubon which 
relief may be granted and, therefore, Pro Se litigant's petition cannot be dismissed for 
failure to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. SJee Haines v. K^rner . 404 
U.S., 92 S, PI. 594, 30 L. Ed. 2d 652; 

6. Plaintiff(s) j^as^have exhausted all administirative remedies, attempted tjo mitigate 



(26 use §74^3), in the 
72, 73); 



(iawages and has/have commence this action within two 
which ttie right of this action accrued. 
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2) years after the date on 



26 U.S-C. §7433 Complaint 
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tit. 



COMPLAINT AMD STATEWEMT OF FACTS 



by 



Defendant, through principals, officers, agents, rogue agents 
Internal Revenue Service, in connection with the colfection qt 
intentionally, or by reason of negligence disregarded the foMovi 
United States Code and the regulations promulgated thereUrider 

a. 26 U.S.C §6201 (a) by failing to make an assessment 
allegedly owe(s); 

b. 26 U.S.C § 6202 by falling to make an assessmen 
all^edly owe(s) wfthin the time and mode set forth 

c. 26 U.S.C. §6203 by failing to record an assessmar|t 
allegedly owe(s); 

d. 26 U.S.C. §6203 by falling to furnish plafntlff(sj) 
assess ment upon plaintiff (s ) req uest; 

e. 26 U.S.C. §721 4(a) by attempting and contintihig to 
greater than appear on records of assessment; 

f. 26 U.S,C. §6159 by abrogating plaintiff{s) 
installment agremient; 

g. 26 U.S .C- §6320 by failing to notify plaintfff(s) of 
h, 26 U.S.C. §6321 by filing an Invalid and unlawful 



^ This listing is not IneJushf^. Tftere meiy be other provisions of Title 2^ and lis reguiatiors that f*iainttfl(s) Ss/sre 
whicfi have been dtsregarded. 
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emptoydes of the 

rqcklessly, 

<if Title 26 



and/or 
Federal tax 
ing provisions 



r1- 



of the taxes p 



aintiff^s) 



of the taxes plgHnt0(s) 

the secretary; 

of the taxes |ilaintiff(s) 

copies of records of 

attempt to collect sums 

guaranteed availability of an 

the tfiKng of a notic^ of lien; 
Motice of Tax Li^n against 



not aware of 



26 U.S.C, §7433 Complaint 
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of income whfch were 
unrelated 



became 



plaintiff (s); 
i. 26 U.S.C. §6325 by failing to release the aforementionedJIen when ft 

obvious tliat said Hen was invalid and unlawful; 
j- 26 U.S,C- §6330(a)by failing to provide plaintfff(s) wfth notice of a ri^ht to an 

impartial hearing; 
k. 26 U,S-C. §6331 by failing to give the plaintiff(s) a thijty (30) day noti^; 
L 26 U.S.C. §650 1(a) by neglecting to assess taxes oWned within thre^ years; 

m. 26 U.S.C. §675 1(a) by failing to Incfude In a notice Imposing a penalty (1) the 

name of the penalty, (2) the Code section authorizinjg IhB penalty, ajnd (3) an 

actual computation of the penalty; 
n. 26 U,S.C. §6751 (b)(1) by failing to verify that a supervisor had f^ersonally 

appmved, in writing, the initial penalty determination; 
o, 26 U.S-C. §7 1 23(k) by falling to provide plaintiff{s) wif h non-binding rjiediation; 
p, 26 U,S.C. §749 1<b) by refusing to prove items 

reconstructed solely through the u$e of statistical information on 

taxpayers; 
q. 26 U-S.C. §7491(0) by refusing to produce any evit^ence with resf^ect to the 

imposition of penalties and additions; 
r, 26 U.S.C. §76G2<a) by conducting a presumed finarfcial statues au<|it, 

Leoai Authority 

Section 7433 of the Internal Revenue Code provides ''taxpayjers" with a causle of action 
for damages against the Unit^ Stat^ when in connection wfth the coHeci:ion of any 
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2S U.S.C. §7433 Complaint 






J. 



1- 
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10. 



11. 



12. 



ofTitle 26 United States 



Federal tax SRS principals , officers, agents, rog ue agents, and/or em ployeefe r^^cktessly, 
rr^teationally or by reason of negligence disregard any provisioiji 
Cpde and the reguiations promulgated thereunder. 
9. Bjef ore sums deposited In respect of a "presumed taxpayer 
the United States Treasury, the^'taxpayer" must be assessed 
h^s a technical meaning binding on a court, and on the government- 
Miiter 318 F.2d 637, (7th Cin 1963); See also Davis v Strf^ole (Fla) 39 S^ 



can 



People ex rel. Mavfieldv Springfield . 16 III 2d 609, 1 58 NE2d 
HE 392; Morissette v United States, 342 US 246; 96 L.Ed. 
Case V Los Anoetes Lumber Products Co . 308 US 106, 84 
c^en 308 US 637, 84 L Ed 529, 60 S Ct 258 
Tjhe assessment process regarding federal income taxes is 
statutes and regulation; it is not possible fof a ''taxoaver 



582;, 77 Ohio 31 
288; 72 S. St 2^0; 
L Ed 110. 60S 



assessmenf 



an 



Assessment 26 C.F.R. §§ 301 .6201-1 and 301.6203-1 ; 

United States . 643 F.2d 725 (Ct.CI. 1981). 

the Internai Revenue Code articulates clearly what an 

(porfe clearly defines the form which is to be completed for 

1954 and 1986 Internal Revenue Codes, § 6201(a) authorises 

treasury to make assessments. 

the method of recording an administrative act such as an s|ssessment is governed 

by§ 6203, which provides: 



The assessment shall be made by recording the If; 
taxpayer in the office of the Secretary In accordance 



Bruce R Travis v. UnHed States, 
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be converted 
The term 

United 



to use by 



assisssmenf" 



States v. 



Ct1,reh 



a matter contro 
to make an 



Girard Trust Bank v. 



' IS and 
assessment, 
the Secretary 



l!ab|llity of the 
with rules or 



2d 468; 
311,83 



led by 



ihe 
In Ihe 
of the 



2© U.SX, $7433 Coniptatnl 
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regMlations prescribed by the Secretary, Upon requa^ttf tt^tsbcpayer . 



15, 



the Secretary shaB furnish the taxpayer a copy of the 
assessment (emphasis added). 



record of 



1 3, "The tmn 'Secretary' means the Secretary of the TreasMry cfr his delegate 
U.S.C.§7701(a)(11)(B), 

14. Tjhe speGific tax regulation concerning the assessment procjess is 26 C.F.R 



3|0 1.6203-1 which reads in pertinent part: 



sisrvice 



assessment! 



The district direptor and the director of the regional 
appoint one or more as^sem^nt officers. The 
made by m\ assessment officer signing the summarj 
assessment The summary mcord, through supportfr^g 
provide identification of the taxpayer, the character of 
assessed, the taxable period, if applicable, and the 
assessment The amount of the assessment shall, in 
shown en a return by the taxpayer, be the amount so 
ottier cases the amount of the assessment shall be 
on the supporting list or record. See United States v, 



453 (9m Gir. 1961); KurJo v. U nited Stiates , 281 F, Supp. 252 
(D.CTex. 1968); Heck v. Walters . 523 F.2d 23 <C.a1 Cat 1975); 
Unitejd States V. Taylor . 305 F.2d 183 (4th Cir.), oertj cfenfed, 371 U 
894(1062), 



There can be no dispute that the assessment list is t te supporting record and 
^ absolutiefy essential before a valid assessment can be mafiB. The regulation 
c|on template a signed document and Is consistent with the supporting statute which 
jfjrovides that the taxpayer is entitled to a copy, reference to Which implies tfiat a hard 
cjopy exists. 

l^y the Internal Revenue Service's own admission in its IR fe^anual [531^1)i MT 
51300-^ (1 1"t5-85)l, the assessment ll^ts support the asses smentcertificatle 
The foregoing statement from the IR Manual k a party 



shal! 



centen 
shall be 
record of the 

records, shaf 
the liability 
amount of the 
the case of tax 
shown, and in ; 

^nountshoWn 
Coson . 286 fid 



all 



tie 



admission that an assessment list must exist- 



Bruc& R Trsvis v. United States. 
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See 



26 



S. 



26 U-SX. §743^ Comptamt 



J_^ 



16. 



17. 
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United States v. Van Griffin, 874 F.2d 634, 638 {9m Cir. 
1989) (Government manuals are admissible a^ party 
admissions under Fed.R.Evid:801(dK2)(D)). 



In addition to ttie above IRM provision which proves that Fonfji 
assessment form, estab{lshed decisional authority also 
assessment is made upon Form 23-C. For example, in 



23-C Is the 
ihat a tax 
Mev^iBdale Fuel Co 



reveals 



Uhited States. 44 F,2d 437, 443 (Ct.Cl 1930), Form 23-G is 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue makes an assessment of 
ei^fitied "Commissioner's ^sessment Hsf* on Form 23C-1. 
In Brafmanv. United States. 384 F.2d 863 (5th Cir. 1 967). 



execution of a tax assessment on a Form 23-C was articulated 



gipvernment sought to attach liability for unpaid estate taxes tb 
und^r a transferee liability theory. But Mrs. Braf man argued 
liable because the assessment certificate relevant in that ca^e 
agreeing with that argument and holding the certtficate at h 



issue 



stated; 



The assessment certificate involved in this case, a 
copy of which is in the record, is not signed by an 
or by any other official ... Since the certificate Jacks 
signature, it cannot constitute a valid assessment, id 



E^en the instructions on the reverse side of the assessment] certificate, Fon^i 23-C, 
specify that the original for^ Is to be transmitted tq the District 1 
signature, gfter which it will b^ returned to the AcGOuntlng Bjranch 
fiifng.Nd, at 866. 



Bruce R Trayis v. United States. 



aVi 



paga Tpf 17 pages 



mentioned: W 
taxes, he signs 



■ V. 

iienthe 
a list 



tljie procedure for 
. InBrafwan 
an heir of that 
that she was 
was unsigned 
void, the court 



not 



pfjobjstated {sic] 
office^' 
requisite 
at 865-66. 



assessments 
the 



: Director for 
for permanent 



the 
the 
estate 

so 

In 



25 U.S.C. §7-^33Comt>iaittt 



„l^ 
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What fe important m any case is that the assessment is not 
recordation; it requir^a the action o f an assessment offtper 



<|efined explteftly In the Treasury Regutetions, is the signing 
867. See also Stallard v. United States, 806 F.Stipp. 152 
^t>efendant subnrrittad a Tomi 23C ," which It asserts is a 
Assessment) See aJso Robinson v. United States . 920 F 
^ereiy demandrng payment for a tax, e^en repeatedly, does 

Bothke V, Fluor Engineers and Constructors, Inc. . 713 F.2d 

[■'■■■ 

Several cases disclose the type of information which must 
^3-C tax assessment record and its supporting list. For 
S29F.Supp. 1241, 1242 (WDPa. 1971), the descrlplfono^ 
follows: 



of the certificate 
1^8 (W.D.Tex- 
sfjimmary record 
2il 1157 (3rd Cir, 
not cause fiabpy. 
1405(1983) 
^e contained on a Form 
ej^mple, in tanelli|v. Lono , 



The procedure for assessment provides, inter alia, 
assessment officer shall sign the summary record o 
made against any tax payer, that said action, through 
records, shall provide identification of the tax payer, 
the liability assessed, the taxable period as applicab 
of the assessment The date of the assessment is 
summary record is signed by an assessment officer 
301 .6203-1 , Code of Federal Regulations. Since th 



not foltowed, in this case, therefore, the assessment is void 



■2d 



and ^he executions based thereon are invalid 

Planned Investments, inc. v. United States , 881 F 
Cir. 1989), the court examined the recfulrements of 
301.6203-1 and concluded: 
Section 6203 of Subchapter A provides that 
recording the liability in accordance with the regulatipns 



26 



assessment 



Brucs R Triavis v, Uniled Stetes. 



t Trial 
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automatic Upon 
^ That action 



,as 

. Id. at 
1992) 
of 

1990), 



r the various da a is as 



mat 



the 
assessments 
supporting 
the character of 
e, and the amoiint 

date the 
.26U.S.C.A.§ 
is procedure wf as 



the 



(epnphasls adtied) 
340,343<6th 
C.F.R, § 



be made 
promulgated 

26 U^.C, §7433 Comfjiamt 



t.y 
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by the Seiiretary. 26 U.S.C, § 6203 ... Treasury regulations provide 
tliat the assessment be made by signing ttie summanr record of 
assessment. 26 C.F.R. § 301.6203-1 . The summary ffecord, through 
supporting documents, must contain the following: 

( 1 ) identification of the taxpayer; 

(2) character of Bability assessed; 
i[3) taxable period, if applicable; and 

; (4) amount of assessment. 

Finalty, the court in Robinson v. United States , 920 F 
' (3rd CfT, 1990), described the assessment process as 

A duly designated official for the district or r egicnai tan center signs 
I the summary record of the assessment, which identifies the taxpayer]s, 
; the type of tax owed, the taxable period and the amou ni of the 
Stee a&Bffi^^sga^!^!lMS9CFf «2^,1E^ 



20- T^ere Is no statutory authority for the IRS to substitute a RA CS 006 or a Fo rm 4340 



2d 1157, 1158 



(Certificate of Assessments and Payments) for a Form 23-C 



Assessment). 



Absent a lawful assessment a tax is not owed^ Ridinskv v 
Supp. 331 (1985); Estate of M, Kart Goetz v. United States. 



(Summary Reix)rd of 



United States, (S2 F 



Western Tradino Co. . 340F,Supp. 1130 {DMbv. 1972). The absence of 



1 



requisite documents proves thM there has been no assessment and. 



cion^eqtien ll y.nQ tax c ollection activttses ma y be pufsiied, (M andatcry 



I 
iudlctol Notice FED;R.EVID. 201), 

22. It is weU established that anyone who deals with the govem^nent assumes 



286F.Supp. 128: la re 



he 



^at ffie agent acting in the governments t)ehalf has exceeded the bounds of his 

I 

Authority Boftow v. Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco , 650 F.2d 1093 {^^ Cir. 



Bruce R Travis v^ Ufiilsd States. 
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1981): Lavin V. Marsh. 644 F.2d 1378 (9* Cir. 1981): FederafCfOP Ins. Cor p 



Merrill . 332 U.S. 380, 68 S.Ct. 1 ^1947): Government of the Virgin Islands v. 



Gbrdon . 244 F.2d 818 (3"^ CIr, 1957). However, public c1Tic6rs are but 
W|hose authority is defined and limited by lafw. Their acts bejbnd their lawful 
a^-e Ineffectual to bind the public, which tliey represent, and iheir neglect and 
ciin seldom affect public rights. Hale County. T&xas v. A merican Indemnity 



Fl2d 275 (5'*^ CAr. 1933); Board of Comm. of Peace Officers 



Fund v. Clay. 214 Ga. 70, 102 S.E.2d 575, <1958); Pierce v. 



(74 U.S. 666, 673 (1868); Federal Trade Commission v. Ra 



643, 51 S.Ct. 587 (1931); United States v. Forster. 131 F.2cl 3 (8'^ir. 1942^ 
aids of federal agente — committed without delegated authority — are also 
in Cudahv Packing Co. V. Holland. 314 U.S. 357, 62 S.Ct. 651 (1942); Unitbd 



dtatesv. Giordano. 4ieU.S. 505, 94 S.Ct. 1820 (1974); Uriited States v. Pees. 645 



li-Supp. 687 (D.Col. 1986); United States v. Hovev . 674 F.s|upp. 161 (D.D^I. 1987); 
United States V.Spain . 825 F.2d 1426 (10* Cir. 1987); United States v. 



^46 F.2d 541 (9**'GJr. 1988); United States v. McLaughlin . 8 
1988); and United States v. Widdowson. 916 F.2d 587, 589 



agertts 



powers 
laches 
Co. 63 



Annuity and Benefit 



United Stetes . 



adamCo.. 283 



51 F.2d 283 {& 
(itf'^Cir. 1990 



23. 1Fftainti1lf(s) exclusive remedy Is found under 26 U.S .C. § 7433. Schipoer v. United 



States fE.D -NY. 1995): Barron v. United States fP.C.N.H. 1998); Valladanss v. IRS 



(fe.D.Cal. 2001); GIHe v. United States. 838 F.Supp. 521 (N.D.OItla. 1993) 



Bruce R Travis v. IJFiited States. 
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KV. 



7 Wall 
U.S, 
. The 
ii^W void 



Emerson, 



Ah 



Cir. 



26 U .S.C. %7 133 C o mplai rvt 
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Information Resources. Inc. v. United States . 950 F.2cl 1 
24, Administrative claims which plaintiff(s) filed with the Interna 

the Secretary of the Treasury worked to satisfy the requren^Bnt 
must exhaust administrative remedies before bringing suitfbr 



f^rovteions of Title 26 United States Code and its regulation^ 
collectfon activities. Even assuming some minor defect in 
claim, reijulring plaintiff(s) to again pursue administrative 
frothing more than futile reeKhaustion. Hurt v. United States 
|S.D.W.Va. 1996). 

:wh^n 



;(5*'Cir. 1992) 
Revenue Servfce and 
that a "taxpayer" 
dferegarding 
in connection With 
fjlaintfffCs) admir^istrative 
rejmedtes would ^mount to 
914 F, Supp. 1346. 



authorizalson 



the 



mer \ 



25. !26 U,S,C, § 6103 and 26 CFR § 301 ^103 require that 
Of federal tax lien with plaintiff(s) name on it in the office of 
^f Maui County, Hawaii, the IRS must have wrftten 
to disctose any information regarding Mie "taxpayer." The 
Supports the Code and the Regulations by requiring that 
possession either a completed and signed Form 2648 (Po 
completed and signed Form 8821 (Information Authorization 
ttaxpayer." 

26, jThe penalties for disclosure of confidential infomnation by sin 
ihe United States or of any department or agency thereof ate 
M.S.C, § 1905. In United States v. Lee. 106 U.S. 196, 1 S 

Bruce R Tfjgvis v. United States. page 11 of 1 7 pages 



the IRS files 
:h e Clerk and 
from a " 
Internal Revenue 
IRS have in i1 
of Attorney) ^r a 
Form) from tl^e 



officer or emp iloyee 
prescribed in 
Ct 240 (1882) 



a notice 
Rbcorder 
"taxpayer" 

Manual 
iti 



of 
18 
the Court 

26 U,$.C. §t433 Complamt 
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28. 



held: 



th^ 



No man in this country ia so high that he is above 
the faw may set that taw at defianoe with tmptinity. Ai 
the government from the highest to the lowest, are 
law and are bound to obey it. It is the only supreme 
system of government, and every man who by 
participates 'm its functions is only the more strongly 
to that supremacy, and to obs^erve the limitations 
upon the exercise of the authority which it g ives. 



few.; No officer 
I the dfficetB of 
creatures of the 
power in our 
accepting office 

bound to submit 
whipb it Imposes 



COMCLUSiOW 



27. ks a direct and proximate result of the reprehensible, egregious 



conduct and the wanton disregarding of provisions of Title 
md fte regulations promulgated there-under by defendant's 
agente, rogue agents and/or employees of the Internal 
Gonrrection with the collection of Federal tax Plaintiff (s) 
jbersona! embarrassment, toss of Income, and loss 
damages, the extent of which at this time cannot tje 
Ascertained, but which will be mpre fully known aftor the 
^ucb reprehensible^ ^regious, and vexatious condtict and 
if the provisions of Title 26 United States Code and the 
ihereunder by defendant's principals, officers, agents, rog 
i^mployees of the Interna! Revenue Service in connectfon 



26 
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Code 



*j 



officers, 



substantial 
actual 



, and vexatious 
United State? 
principals, 
Revenue Service in 
has^have suffered 
of gopd\vill, resulting in 
completely and accurately 
completion of discovery 

the wanton dlsffegatding 
regulations promu 
agents and/pr 
the coilectioti of 

26 U,S.C. §7433 Complaint 



ue 



with 



of 



gated 



-f— 
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30. 



\^ 



^^iii^^j/ 



Which at this tirrie 
^}\\ be known more fuHy 



su 



bringing this 
petitioning, for 

for lawful surtnmary 
refunds. P!aintlff(s} 
the Internal Revenue 



Federal tax entitles Ptaintlff to punfttve daniages the extent of 
cannot be completely and accurately ascertained, but which 
after the completion of discovery, 

Ptsttntiff(s) have e)diausted all administrative remedies before 
disputing ihe tax claims made by the defendant and properly 
ini question, the Commissioner of the Internal Revenue Service 

Records of assessment and tiie Secretary of the Treasury for 

j ■ 

received no timely response from either the Commissioner o 
Service or the Secretary of the Treasury, 
Pfaintiff(s) Is/are entitled to injunctive leJief beyond reach of ^6 
piiffiuanttQ LAINQ v. UNITED STATES . 423 U.S. 161 (195|6): 

V^tLLIAMS PACKING CO., 370 U.S. 1 (1962); 

I 

fik stated in Enochs, 370 U.S. 1 , 8; 



i ""[lln general, the Act prohibits suits for Injunctions ba rring the 

; collection of federal taxes wh^n the coiecOng offbem have 

; made the assessment and claim ttiat it is valid. Snycjer v. 

! Marks, 109 U.S. 1S9, 1&4 ."{emphasis added) 

I J 

As alleged herein, defendants failed to record any assessment This failur^ 

ikc §7421 inapplicabte, as explained in Enochs, 370 U,S. ' , 7 

\ The manifest purpose of 7421 (a) is to permit the Urited States 

to assess and colJect taxes alleged to be due without judicial 
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intervention, and to require tftat the legal right to the 
sums be determined In a suit for refund. In this 
United States is assured of prompt coitection of its 
revenue. 6 NeverthelesB, if it is clear that undBr no 
Gimijm$tanQe& could ti^e GovornmBnt Mnnately prB\^ail, 
central purpose of the Act is inapplicable and, under 
Margarine case, the attempted collecSon may be enjoined 
equSyjurisdictbn otherwise exists. In such a situatiQn 
exactton is merely in "the guise of a fax, ^ Id., at 509. 
added) 



disputed 
manner the 
lawful 

I the 
the Nut 
if 

the 
{emphasis 



faction 7421 a's inapplicability in the instant case is also supported by LAifJG, 423 
lil.S„ 161, 162: 

"^IBJecause [IRS] failed tocompty with these requifements, ihe 
taxpayers* suits were not barred by the Anti-lnju nction Act, Pp . 
169-185/ 

the United States has no possibilily of rebutting the claims [of pfaintiff($) ar(d 

piaintiff(s) has/have already suffered extreme hardship. 

REiSdEDY SOUGHT 

Determination that the defendant's principals, offices, 

employees of the Internal Revenue Service In connection 

tax from the plaintif f(s), recklessly, intentionally or by reason 

gny provision of TiUe 26 United States Code and/or any regi^lation 

title 26 United States Code, 

determination of the amount of damages ptaintiff(s) 

reprehensible, egregious, and ve^icattous behavior of the defendant 



agents 



I witli 



rof 
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is/me entitled to amend the 
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return of all tevfed ftinde 
and/or 
and/or 



agents 



Refund of aH unassessed faxes, return of all seized property, 

apd an order requiring defendants principal, officers, ageiris, rogue 

ejnptoyees to cease disregarding any provision of Title 26 United States 

any regulation promulgated under Title 26 United States Code. 

I 
T^e cause of justice and the rule of law justly require this cciurt's Order enj4«ning 

Internal Revenue Service, its officers, en^ployees andanyoneivorking oractin^i 

o^ the IRS , including any and at! U .S . attorn eys, employees of the Department ^f 

a|nd judges from engaging in any further coifecapn activity whether civil or cri 

aH claims are fully resolved, and the return of all sum^ wron^fulty collected 

Further relief as the court determines Is justified 



s^fr i> 
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